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This four-wave longitudinal study aimed to examine the associations between retrospectively 
perceived parenting profiles in adolescence and the development of alcohol use disorder (AUD) 
throughout emerging adulthood. The cohort consisted of 190 young Swiss men who completed 
retrospective reports of parenting at baseline and a short AUD self-report screening tool at four 
measurement times (mean age at baseline = 20.18; Time 1: 21.52; Time 2: 25.61; Time 3: 26.99). 
Latent profile analysis revealed three parenting profiles in adolescence based on retrospective 
measures of parenting styles and practices: Optimal (the highest levels of involvement, structure and 
knowledge; 69%), Uninformed (high levels of involvement, moderate levels of structure and the 
lowest levels of knowledge; 17%), Low Support (the lowest levels of involvement, moderate levels of 
structure and knowledge; 14%). Using latent growth curve analysis, we found that young men in the 
Low Support profile experienced a greater increase in AUD severity compared with those in the 
Uninformed and Optimal profiles. Young men in the Uninformed profile reported higher levels of 
AUD severity at baseline than those in the Optimal profile. These findings highlight the associations 
between retrospectively perceived parenting profiles during adolescence and the development of 
AUD during emerging adulthood. 
Keywords: alcohol use disorder, emerging adulthood, parenting, latent profile analysis, latent 
growth curve modeling  




Development of Alcohol Use Disorder in Young Swiss Men: The Influence of Retrospectively 
Perceived Parenting Profiles 
 
Introduction 
Emerging adulthood (18-29 years old) is considered as a distinct transitional period between 
adolescence and adulthood, characterized by exploration and change (Arnett, 2000; Schwartz, 2016). 
It is also a time of increased risk for alcohol use and disorder. For instance, according to the National 
Survey on Drug Use and Health conducted in the U.S. (Substance Abuse and Mental Health Services 
Administration, 2019), 34.9% of young adults aged 18 to 25 reported binge drinking (i.e., four (for 
women)/five (for men) or more drinks on the same occasion) on at least one occasion in the past 
month. In addition, 9% were current heavy alcohol drinkers (i.e., binge drinking on five or more times 
in the past month), and 10% met DSM-5 criteria for alcohol use disorder (AUD) in the past year. In 
Switzerland, results from the Continuous Rolling Survey of Addictive Behaviors and Related Risks 
indicated that 38.2% of 20 to 24-year-olds reported binge drinking at least once a month in the 
previous year (Gmel et al., 2017); 2.5% had a probable disorder according to the AUDIT (Marmet et 
al., 2015). Moreover, alcohol use and drinking patterns (e.g., heavy drinking) are likely to increase 
throughout adolescence and early emerging adulthood, before declining from middle emerging 
adulthood to adulthood (Gates et al., 2016; Gmel et al., 2017; Schulenberg et al., 2019). Similarly, 
prevalence rates of AUD increase from adolescence to middle emerging adulthood (Palmer et al., 
2009; Substance Abuse and Mental Health Services Administration, 2019; Teesson et al., 2010). To a 
certain extent, these changes reflect a developmental phenomenon as emerging adults are likely to 
experience a wide range of risky behaviors before endorsing adult responsibilities (Arnett, 2000; 
Sussman & Arnett, 2014). Nevertheless, alcohol use among emerging adults has been associated with 
harmful consequences (e.g., Kuntsche et al., 2017; Marmet et al., 2014). Prevention of such 
impairment requires a better understanding of the risk and protective factors associated with the 
development of AUD among men during emerging adulthood (Sussman & Arnett, 2014). Among 
noteworthy factors, the family context appears to play a key role in preventing alcohol use during 




emerging adulthood (for a review, see Stone et al., 2012). Indeed, although the transition to adulthood 
involves a move toward more independence from the family, scholars argued that parents remain an 
important resource by inhibiting or facilitating their child’s movement toward individuation through 
socialization practices and styles (Aquilino & Supple, 2001; Grotevant & Cooper, 1986). 
A first line of research based on the dimensional approach to parenting (Soenens et al., 2019) 
examined how various dimensions of parenting in the immediate family environment of young adults 
differentially influence their drinking behaviors. These parenting dimensions include, but are not 
limited to: involvement, which refers to the degree to which parents interact with their child in a warm 
and sensitive manner (Soenens et al., 2019); structure, which refers to parental attempts to regulate 
their child’s behaviors, for instance through the communication of clear expectations and supervision 
(Soenens et al., 2019); and parental knowledge (also labeled “monitoring”), which refers to the extent 
to which parents are informed about their youth’s leisure-time activities and peers (Kerr et al., 2010; 
Stattin & Kerr, 2000) through dynamic communication with their disclosing child (Liu et al., 2020). 
In this research tradition, alcohol risk among young adults has thus been linked to the extent to which 
they perceived their parents as involved (e.g., Finan et al., 2018), structuring (e.g., Abar & Turrisi, 
2008; Cleveland et al., 2014) or knowledgeable (e.g., Padilla-Walker et al., 2008; Urry et al., 2011) 
during emerging adulthood. 
This line of research has also examined the long-term effects of parenting styles and practices 
during adolescence on overall rates of alcohol use during emerging adulthood. Overall, the results 
suggest that parents exert their influence on the current behaviors of young adults through earlier 
aspects of parenting (Aquilino, 2006; Schwartz, 2016). Specifically, higher levels of perceived 
parental involvement in adolescence were longitudinally predictive of a lower likelihood of heavy 
episodic drinking (e.g., Plummer Lee et al., 2018), alcohol-related consequences (e.g., being drunk at 
school/work, driving under the influence of alcohol; Locke & Newcomb, 2004; Schwartz et al., 
2009), and DSM-IV AUD (e.g., Mak & Iacovou, 2019) in emerging adulthood. Similarly, perceived 
parental structure in adolescence was consistently predictive of a reduced likelihood of drinking 
behaviors (e.g., number of drinks, binge drinking; Aquilino & Supple, 2001; Roche et al., 2008) and 




DSM-IV AUD (e.g., Guo et al., 2001) during emerging adulthood. There is also some evidence 
showing that perceptions of parenting dimensions during adolescence predict specific trajectories of 
drinking behaviors from adolescence to early adulthood (e.g., Barnes et al., 2000; Chassin et al., 2002; 
Su et al., 2019). 
Although the studies presented above are of great interest, they are limited to the distinct 
contribution of various dimensions of parenting on drinking behaviors among emerging adults. 
However, in the configurational approach of parenting (Baumrind, 1991; Maccoby & Martin, 1983), 
parenting was initially conceptualized as a constellation involving a combination of styles and 
practices (Darling & Steinberg, 1993). Therefore, the impact of parenting on alcohol use disorder in 
young adults needs to be understood and studied as the result of an interplay between the dimensions 
of parenting. This implies the use of an appropriate analytical approach to best capture how different 
combinations of multiple parenting styles and practices are related to outcomes in young adults (Abar 
et al., 2014). A second line of research based on the configurational approach therefore used a person-
centered approach to identify the distinct profiles of parenting that characterize parent-young adult 
relationships, and examined their associations with overall rates of alcohol consumption. Specifically, 
using latent profile analysis, Mallett et al. (2011) identified links between profiles of parenting and 
later heavy drinking among college students, with authoritarian parenting profile being associated 
with increased risk for heavy drinking. Based on the same analytical approach, Abar (2012) found 
cross-sectional links between perceived parenting profiles and alcohol-related profiles among college 
students. Specifically, students in the high-quality parenting profile were more likely to be in the most 
optimal alcohol-related profiles; that is, profiles characterized by an absence or low levels of alcohol-
related characteristics (e.g., frequency of alcohol use, alcohol-related consequences and risky drinking 
behaviors). Profiles similar to those described by Abar (2012) were longitudinally associated with the 
likelihood of experiencing alcohol-related consequences one year later (Varvil-Weld et al., 2012), and 
with trajectories of change in drinking behaviors during the first year of college (Abar et al., 2014). 
Nevertheless, relatively little attention has been paid specifically to the extent to which the perceived 
parenting profiles in adolescence are related to the development of AUD in emerging adulthood. 




The Present Study 
The main objective of the present longitudinal study was to examine the extent to which 
retrospectively perceived parenting profiles during adolescence are associated with the development 
of AUD as defined by DSM-5 among young men, using a short AUD self-report screening tool 
(Baggio et al., 2020). This definition, which combines alcohol dependence and alcohol abuse into a 
single disorder, allows for a better identification of less severe forms of AUD, resulting in higher 
prevalence for the DSM-5 than for the DSM-IV (Baggio et al., 2016). In addition, the criteria have 
changed with the inclusion of craving and the removal of alcohol abuse from the DSM-5 (Hasin et al., 
2013). Based on previous studies (e.g., Abar et al., 2014; Varvil-Weld et al., 2012), we expected that 
growing up in a less optimal family environment (characterized by a combination of low levels of 
parental involvement, structure, and knowledge) during adolescence would be associated with higher 
levels of initial AUD and a greater increase in AUD scores during emerging adulthood. 
Method 
Participants & Procedure 
This four-wave longitudinal study is a secondary analysis of data collected in the Cohort 
Study Substance Use and Risk Factors (C-SURF; Gmel et al., 2015; Studer et al., 2013) and the study 
on Screening for Alcohol Dependence Among Young Swiss Men (SADYSM; Baggio et al., 2020; 
Iglesias et al., 2018). C-SURF is an ongoing longitudinal study examining the risk and protective 
factors associated with substance use among young Swiss men transitioning into adulthood. In order 
to have access to a broad and representative sample of the general population, participants were 
recruited at recruitment centers as 19-year-old Swiss men have a mandatory 2-day military 
conscription. Three waves of questionnaires have already been collected since 2010: data collection at 
baseline took place between September 2010 and March 2012, follow-up 1 between March 2012 and 
January 2014, and follow-up 2 between April 2016 and March 2018. SADYSM is a related study that 
took place between October 2017 and April 2018 and tests the reliability of self-report measures of 
AUD with a subsample of the French-speaking C-SURF (Baggio et al., 2020; Iglesias et al., 2018). 
Specifically, participants enrolled in the third wave of C-SURF and who had a valid address e-mail (n 




= 2,668) were first invited in October 2017 to complete an online version of the Alcohol Use Disorder 
Identification Test (AUDIT; Saunders et al., 1993) (n = 1,371, 51.4%). Participants were then selected 
among two strata: those with a high AUDIT score ( 13; n = 193) and those with a low score (< 13; n 
= 1,178, with a random selection of n = 137). Participants who agreed to be involved in the SADYSM 
study (n = 233, 70.6%) attended a scheduled appointment at the University of Lausanne, during which 
they completed self-report measures of alcohol use. The final sample comprised participants (n = 190) 
who gave their consent to reuse their data collected as part of the C-SURF study and who completed 
the parenting questionnaires at baseline. For each of the four waves, the mean age was 20.18  1.43, 
21.52, 25.61 and 26.99, respectively. When comparing their family’s financial situation with other 
families in Switzerland at baseline, 43.7% perceived their personal situation as average, 46.3% 
perceived it as above, and 10% perceived it as below. Of the participants, 89.4% were living with 
their parents at baseline, 69.8% at follow-up 1, and 38.9% at follow-up 2. In terms of study status, 
72.6% of the participants were studying at baseline, 55.8% at follow-up 1, and 65.8% at follow-up 2. 
With respect to their own financial situation, 23.7% of the participants reported being financially 
independent at baseline, 29.5% at follow-up 1 and 46.3% at follow-up 2.  
Both studies were supported by grants from the Swiss National Science Foundation 
(SADYSM: n° 10001C_173418/1, and C-SURF: n° 33C530_148493, 33CSC0-122679, and 33CS30-
139467), and approved by the Ethic Committee of the Canton of Vaud (n° 15/07 and n° 2017-00776). 
More detailed information about these studies can be found elsewhere (SADYSM: Baggio et al., 
2020; Iglesias et al., 2018; C-SURF: Studer et al., 2013). 
Measures 
Alcohol use disorder (AUD). The individual DSM-5 AUD was assessed using a short self-
report screening tool (Baggio et al., 2020). This questionnaire combines eight symptoms of AUD 
(hazardous use, tolerance, withdrawal, unable to control/quit alcohol use, time spent 
getting/using/recovering alcohol, giving up other activities, having physical/psychological problems, 
and craving) and four alcohol-related consequences (doing things badly regretted after, 
accident/injury, unplanned sex, and conflict with authorities) within the previous 12 months. As 




recommended in Baggio et al. (2020), we assessed AUD as a continuous variable. For each wave, we 
computed scores by summing items assessing symptoms and alcohol-related consequences. 
Compared with classical self-report measures of AUD, this screening tool has been shown to be a 
better alternative for capturing components of DSM-5 AUD, with good psychometric properties: 
sensitivity = 83.3%, specificity = 78.7% (Baggio et al., 2020).  
Parenting. In the first wave of C-SURF, participants completed retrospective self-report 
scales on parenting during adolescence. The use of retrospective reports among emerging adults is 
consistent with previous studies that have shown that retrospective perceptions of parenting styles are 
predictive of developmental and behavioral outcomes (e.g., alcohol use; Schwartz et al., 2009). This 
method also offers a more mature perspective on parenting, as emerging adults feel more free to 
reflect back on their parents’ rearing style in its entirely (Finley & Schwartz, 2010). In the present 
study, we focused on retrospective reports of three available dimensions of parenting: involvement, 
structure, and knowledge. Each dimension was assessed using two items adapted from the European 
School Survey Project on Alcohol and Other Drugs (ESPAD; Hibell et al., 2012). Given the diversity 
of family structures (Patterson et al., 2015), participants who grew up with foster parents, step-parents 
or other persons were explicitly asked to think of them when responding. Items of parental 
involvement examined the degree to which parent figures were perceived as warm, responsive, and 
loving (“I could easily get warmth and caring from my parents”, “I could easily get emotional support 
from my parents”). Items of structure assessed the extent to which parent figures clearly 
communicated their expectations and rules about their child's behavior (“My parent(s) set definite 
rules about what I was allowed to do at home”, “My parents set definite rules about what I was 
allowed to do outside home”). Finally, items of parental knowledge evaluated what parent figures 
actually knew about their child’s whereabouts and companions during evenings (“My parents knew 
whom I was with in the evenings”, “My parent(s) knew where I was in the evenings”). In line with the 
ESPAD (Hibell et al., 2012), participants were asked to think of their own family situation when they 
were approximately 15 years old and to respond on a 5-point Likert scale (1 = almost never, 5 = 
almost always). A Confirmatory Factor Analysis was conducted to check the three-factor solution, in 




which the two items of involvement loaded on the first factor, the two items of structure on the second 
factor, and the two items of knowledge on the third factor. Results indicated that the three-factor 
model fit the data well, 2(6) = 1.58, p < .954, CFI = 1.00, RMSEA = .000, 90% CI [.000, .000], 
SRMR = .009, with factor loadings ranging between .78 and .98. To ensure the reliability and 
divergent validity of the two-item factors, we examined the correlation matrix. As shown in Table 1, 
results provided evidence for reliable factors as items within each scale were highly correlated with 
one another. In addition, inter-items across factors were moderate to low and smaller in magnitude 
than convergent validity coefficients, suggesting that divergent validity exists between the three 
scales. Mean scores were computed for each dimension, with higher scores indicating higher levels of 
involvement, structure and knowledge, respectively. 
Plan of Analysis 
Statistical analyses were performed using R Statistical Software (R Core Team, 2018). First, 
in order to identify retrospectively perceived parenting profiles, we performed latent profile analyses 
(LPA) using the package “tidyLPA” (Rosenberg et al., 2018). A series of models were estimated 
using the set of retrospective measures of parental dimensions (i.e., involvement, structure and 
knowledge) as continuous indicators. To identify the model with the optimal number of profiles, we 
compared the following fit indices across solutions : (a) information criterion (i.e., Akaike 
Information Criteria [AIC], the Bayesian Information Criteria [BIC], and the sample-size adjusted 
BIC [SABIC]), with lower values on these statistics indicating better model fit (Berlin et al., 2014; 
Nylund et al., 2007); (b) p-value for the bootstrapped likelihood ratio test (BLRT) in order to examine 
whether there was a significant improvement in model fit with the inclusion of an additional profile 
(Nylund et al., 2007); (c) number of cases in each profile (no less than 1% of total count) (Jung & 
Wickrama, 2008); (d) entropy, whose values approaching 1 indicate a clear delineation between 
profiles (Berlin et al., 2014; Celeux & Soromenho, 1996). After classifying participants in their most 
likely profile membership, we also tested for mean differences in retrospectively perceived parenting 
dimensions between profiles. Statistically significant differences were used to characterize profiles. 




Second, in order to examine the long-term effect of parenting profiles on the development of 
AUD throughout emerging adulthood, we conducted latent growth curve modeling (Duncan et al., 
2006; Preacher et al., 2008) using the package “lavaan” (Rosseel, 2012). Maximum likelihood 
estimation was used. Overall, 2.53% of the data was missing among repeated measures of AUD score 
and parenting profile. As Little’s MCAR-test was not statistically significant 2(15) = 20.87, p = .141, 
missing data were dealt with a procedure of Full Information Maximum Likelihood. We first tested 
unconditional models to describe the overall trajectory of AUD throughout emerging adulthood. In 
line with Bollen and Curran (2006)’s recommendations, we tested linear and curvilinear (i.e., 
quadratic and cubic) models and compared them with a robust chi-square difference test (Satorra & 
Bentler, 2001). The loadings on the linear slope factor were fixed at 0, 1, 4 and 5 to represent unequal 
time intervals between the four assessments (i.e., 16.04 months between assessments 1 and 2, 49.14 
months between assessments 2 and 3, and 16.5 months between assessments 3 and 4, respectively). 
Once the best fitting model has been selected, we tested a conditional model by dummy coding profile 
membership and including them as predictors of AUD growth factors. We assessed model fit using 
the comparative fit index (CFI), the root mean square error of approximation (RMSEA), and the 
standardized root mean square residual (SRMR). A CFI greater than .95, a RMSEA less than .06, and 
its associated 90% confidence intervals under 0.05 and 0.10, respectively, and a SRMR less than .08 
are considered as evidence of good fit (Hu & Bentler, 1999). 
Results 
Descriptive statistics and correlations among manifest variables are presented in Table 1. 
Latent Profiles of Parenting 
Using LPA, profiles were created using individuals’ scores on a set of retrospective measures 
of parenting dimensions (i.e., involvement, structure, knowledge). We estimated and compared 
models with an incremental number of classes (i.e., 1 to 4). However, in the four-profile solution, 
some profiles were assigned to less than 1% of individuals, which suggested that this solution was 
identical to a solution with one profile less (Rosenberg et al., 2018). As shown in Table 2, the model 
with three profiles provided the best fit to the observed data. All information criteria (AIC, BIC, 




SABIC) were the lowest in the 3-profile solution. The significant p-value for BLRT indicated that the 
3-profile model provided a significant better fit than the 2-profile model. The proportion of cases in 
each profile was sufficient (i.e., 14%, 17%, 69%). Entropy for the three-profile solution was .83, 
which represents a high classification accuracy. 
The means scores for the retrospective measures of the dimensions of parenting are detailed 
in Table 3. Results of a series of ANOVA with adjusted p-value (according to Benjamini-Hochberg’s 
method) indicated that profiles significantly differ in terms of involvement, F(1, 188) = 233.4, p < 
.001, η² = .55, structure, F(1, 188) = 38.83, p < .001, η² = .17, and knowledge, F(1, 188) = 154, p < 
.001, η² = .45. Post hoc comparisons using Tukey’s test are presented in Table 3. The first profile 
(14% of the sample) was labeled Low Support. Young men in this profile retrospectively reported the 
lowest scores on parental involvement and moderate levels of structure and knowledge. The main 
feature of this profile was low-quality parenting style in terms of warm and support. The second 
profile (17%) was labeled Uninformed. Young men in this profile retrospectively reported high scores 
on involvement, moderate levels of structure, and the lowest scores on knowledge. In other words, a 
lack of communication characterized the parent-child relationship in this profile, with parents being 
retrospectively perceived as poorly informed about their adolescents’ behavior. The third and last 
profile was labeled Optimal (69%). Young men in this profile retrospectively reported the highest 
levels of involvement, structure and knowledge, which are generally considered characteristics of 
optimal parenting for youth development (e.g., Joussemet et al., 2014). 
Latent Growth Curve Models of AUD 
Using a latent growth curve modeling approach, we first examined how participants’ AUD 
change across emerging adulthood, without covariates. Specifically, we tested and compared linear 
and curvilinear (i.e. quadratic and cubic) growth models. According to the chi-square statistic, none of 
the nonlinear models significantly improved model fit, 2(4) = 2.35, p = .671 and 2(4) = 2.76, p = 
.599, respectively. 
The unconditional linear growth model of AUD yielded an excellent fit, 2(5) = 5.42, p = 
.367, CFI = .99, RMSEA = .021, 90% CI [.000, .105], SRMR = .033. The mean slope of AUD was 




marginally significant (p = .083), meaning that on average, there was almost no change in AUD 
across emerging adulthood (see Table 4). However, significant variability between individuals was 
observed on both the intercept and the slope, suggesting the presence of interindividual differences in 
the initial level and rate of change in AUD. Moreover, a significant negative covariance between the 
intercept and slope factors was found. This result indicates that the initial level of AUD was inversely 
related to the rate of change over time, suggesting a ceiling effect (Kaplan, 2009); that is, young men 
who initially scored high in AUD were less likely to increase in this variable over time. 
Then, we tested conditional latent growth curve models with retrospectively perceived 
parenting profiles predicting AUD growth parameters. As we had three profiles, we dummy coded 
this variable, with Low Support being the reference group. In order to compare AUD growth factors 
of the Optimal and Uninformed profiles, we tested a second model with Optimal profile as the 
reference group. The p-values of the regression coefficients have thus been adjusted for multiple 
comparisons. 
The conditional linear growth model of AUD yielded an excellent fit, 2(9) = 13.62, p = .136, 
CFI = .99, RMSEA = .052, 90% CI [.000, .105], SRMR = .035. As shown in Table 4 and depicted in 
Figure 1, results showed that young men in the Uninformed profile reported higher levels of AUD at 
age 20 compared with those in the Low Support profile. This difference was, however, not statistically 
significant (adjusted p = .136), probably because of the relatively small sizes of the groups. Young 
men in the Optimal profile did not differ in terms of AUD at age 20 from those in the Low Support 
profile (adjusted p > .999). Furthermore, retrospectively perceived parenting profiles statistically 
significantly predicted the rate of change of AUD. This result suggests that young men in the 
Uninformed and Optimal profiles experienced less increase in AUD over time compared with those in 
the Low Support profile (adjusted p = .004 and p = .018). 
Regarding the second model with the Optimal profile as the reference group, results indicated 
that young men in the Uninformed profile also reported higher levels of AUD at age 20 compared 
with those in the Optimal profile (adjusted p = .030). However, young men in the Uninformed profile 
did not differ in terms of rate of change in AUD than those in the Optimal profile (adjusted p = .460). 





Perceived Parenting Profiles in Adolescence 
Consistent with an integrative conceptualization of parenting (Darling & Steinberg, 1993), 
LPA provided evidence for three distinct profiles characterized by different constellations of 
retrospective perceptions of parental involvement, structure, and knowledge. These profiles share 
similarities with the configurational approach of parenting (Baumrind, 1991; Maccoby & Martin, 
1983). Specifically, more than two thirds of our sample, who were assigned to the Optimal parenting 
profile, retrospectively perceived their parent figures as highly supportive, structuring, and 
knowledgeable during their adolescence; thereby overlapping some characteristics of Baumrind 
(1991)’s authoritative parenting style (i.e., low involvement and high structure). These parental 
dimensions are likely to be considered as important indicators of an optimal parenting for the 
development of young people (Soenens et al., 2019), which means that the majority of young men in 
our sample retrospectively perceived a positive parenting style during adolescence. This finding adds 
to the already widespread evidence that, despite changing patterns of interaction between parents and 
adolescents, a rejective, unpredictable and lenient parenting only concerns a minority of families 
during adolescence (Smetana et al., 2006; Steinberg, 2001). 
The fact remains that an important proportion of young men retrospectively perceived poor 
parenting in its entirely during adolescence. Specifically, young men in the Low Support profile 
retrospectively reported the lowest levels of parental involvement during adolescence, along with 
moderate levels of structure and knowledge. This profile shares characteristics of structure and 
involvement of the authoritarian parenting style described by Baumrind (1991). Indeed, the latter 
refers to parents who are highly regulating their offspring behaviors, for instance through the 
communication of rules and supervision, while interacting with them in a low supportive and sensitive 
manner. In addition, the Uninformed profile overlaps some components of Baumrind (1991)’s 
permissive parenting style, as it describes parent figures who were highly supportive and moderately 
structuring. It is also important to note that young men in the Uninformed profile differed from those 
in the two other profiles, in particular regarding the extent to which they perceived their parent figures 




as being knowledgeable of their whereabouts and friends. Parental knowledge mainly stems from the 
communication dynamics between parents and children; that is, from the child’s willingness to 
disclose information and, to a lesser extent, from parents’ active efforts to gain insight into their 
child’s unsupervised activities (Kerr et al., 2010; Liu et al., 2020). By extension, we could 
hypothesize that the young men in the Uninformed profile perceived in retrospect that they grew up in 
a relatively lenient parenting context in which they barely communicated with their parent figures 
about their unsupervised activities. 
Parenting Profiles as Predictors of AUD Trajectories in Emerging Adulthood 
Consistent with previous studies (e.g., Abar et al., 2014; Mallett et al., 2011), the results of 
latent growth curve modeling indicate that retrospectively perceived parenting profiles in adolescence 
accounted for some of the variability in AUD trajectories among young men. Specifically, young men 
in the Low Support profile did not statistically significantly differ from those in the Optimal profiles 
in terms of AUD at early emerging adulthood. However, they were more likely to report lower levels 
of AUD at age 20 than those in the Uninformed profile, although the difference was not statistically 
significant, probably due to a lack of power. Additionally, young men in the Low Support profile 
experienced a greater increase in AUD over time compared with those in the Uninformed profile. 
Interestingly, this finding suggests that young men who, in retrospect, perceived their parent figures 
as less involved during adolescence are less likely to suffer from AUD in early adulthood, compared 
with young men who perceived their parent figures as less knowledgeable. However, they would be 
more likely to develop AUD severity throughout their transition to adulthood. In other words, 
retrospective perception of a lack of parental knowledge (Uninformed profile) appears to have 
implications for the severity of AUD in early emerging adulthood, while retrospective perception of 
an unsupportive parenting style (Low Support profile) appears to have more impact later in life. 
Hence, even combined with moderate levels of structure and knowledge, which are considered as 
protective factors (e.g., Guo et al., 2001; e.g., Padilla-Walker et al., 2008), retrospective perceptions 
of a lack of parental involvement is a major contextual risk factor of developing AUD later in 
emerging adulthood. In line with previous research (Mak & Iacovou, 2019; Su et al., 2019), this new 




finding here supports the idea that young men benefit from a parenting style which strengthened the 
development of their capacity for agency and healthy decision-making (Kogan, 2017). 
Another important finding is that young men in the Uninformed profile differed from those in 
the Optimal profile in AUD trajectories. Specifically, they reported greater AUD severity at early 
emerging adulthood, which is consistent with previous studies showing that low parental knowledge 
is associated with a higher risk for drinking behaviors (e.g., Padilla-Walker et al., 2008). Our results 
also showed small and non-significant differences between these two profiles in terms of change in 
AUD over time. Overall, young men who retrospectively perceive their parents as uninformed about 
their activities and friends during adolescence would be more likely to suffer from AUD before they 
begin the transition into adulthood, compared with those who perceive their parents as highly 
supportive and structuring. Furthermore, from a long-term perspective, young men in the Uninformed 
profile only slightly decrease in AUD severity during emerging adulthood. This is consistent with past 
studies showing that adolescents who reported a lack of communication with their parents are prone 
to be involved in alcohol use at early age and to increase rapidly to higher levels of drinking across 
adolescence (Koning et al., 2012). 
Implications for Parental Figures and Prevention 
Although peer influences increase during the transition to adulthood (White & Jackson, 
2004), the present study adds to the literature that highlights the central role of parent figures in 
preventing substance use among young men through socialization practices and styles (Aquilino, 
2006; Schwartz, 2016). The results of this study therefore provide parent figures with some indication 
of protective rearing styles against risky drinking behaviors. Specifically, a parent-adolescent 
relationship characterized by a high level of involvement of parent figures appears to be an effective 
parenting style that may prevent the further development of AUD. Young men could thus benefit in 
the long-term from parent figures retrospectively perceived as warm, attentive, and sensitive. In 
addition, successful parenting involves structuring the child’s behavior, as long as the parent figures 
set clear rules and expectations in a supportive parenting context. Indeed, previous studies stated that 
the style of communication used by parents and the context within which they convey regulations and 




expectations are crucial to foster the acceptance and the internalization of these rules by children (Van 
Petegem et al., 2017). In turn, internalized rules are associated with less externalizing problems 
(Brenning et al., 2019). Finally, in line with this point, dynamics of communication also have 
implications for the development of AUD among young men. When parent figures are sufficiently 
knowledgeable of their offspring’s leisure time, through their child’s disclosure or their own practices 
(e.g., asking a question), they are given the ability to shape their children’s decisions and behaviors, 
and to assist them when they are at potential risks (Marshall et al., 2005). 
As young men and their families sometimes need external and professional help in order to 
develop and strengthen optimal patterns of interaction, family-based interventions could focus on 
deficient aspect of the relationship, including a lack of involvement, structure, or communication. 
Previous studies demonstrated the long-term effectiveness of such family-centered interventions in 
reducing drinking behaviors among adolescents (for a review, see Velleman et al., 2005) and 
emerging adults (e.g., Stormshak et al., 2018). Family-centered interventions could also be useful for 
families with emerging adult children. Indeed, although family-centered interventions targeting 
parent-emerging adult relationships are still limited (Schwartz & Petrova, 2019), recent studies 
examining their effectiveness show promising results (e.g., Stormshak et al., 2019). 
Limitations and Future Directions 
Although this study complements the existing literature by showing the contribution of 
retrospectively perceived profiles of parenting in adolescence on the development of AUD among 
young men, a number of limitations should be considered. First, statistical analyses were conducted 
with a subsample from the ongoing C-SURF study to allow the use of a fourth measurement point 
available in the SADYSM study. Due to the relatively small sample size used for latent profile 
analyses (N = 190), the number of profiles was quickly reduced, meaning that only a certain number 
of profiles could have been identified. Results should be extended to the entire sample of the ongoing 
C-SURF study in order to confirm the number of parenting profiles obtained or examine whether 
others emerged, as well as to reduce the lack of power encountered in longitudinal analyses. Second, 
with respect to our measures, it should be recognized that although the AUD screening tool is a good 




alternative for capturing the components of the DSM-5 AUD, it is still a self-report measure. In 
addition, the retrospective measures of parenting focused on three broad dimensions and consisted of 
a limited number of items. Moreover, although parents contribute differentially to the development of 
their offspring (Jeynes, 2016; Schoppe-Sullivan & Fagan, 2020), our participants were asked to report 
on their parent figures’ style and practices, without differentiating between the rearing style of each of 
them (e.g., mother and father). Furthermore, although literature has provided evidence for parent-
adolescent discrepancies in their perceptions of parenting style that may affect adolescent adjustment 
(e.g., De Los Reyes et al., 2019), the findings from the present study uniquely rely on young men’s 
perceptions of parenting. Future work would therefore benefit from including alcohol-specific 
parenting (e.g., parental permissiveness toward alcohol use; Mallett et al., 2019); from considering the 
role of autonomy-supportive (vs. controlling) context and the style of communication of structure 
(Baudat et al., 2017; Van Petegem et al., 2017); and from identifying patterns of parenting based on 
assessments for each person who plays an important educational role (e.g., step-parent, foster-parent, 
grandparent) from multi-informant sources. Third, as not only the parenting style adopted by parents 
but also its effects are likely to vary according to the broader social and economic context (Doepke & 
Zilibotti, 2019; Ulferts, 2020), future research could also control for the potential influence of socio-
economic factors. Finally, even if between-individual variance was accounted for in our study, 
previous studies provided evidence for multiple trajectories of drinking behaviors during the transition 
to adulthood (Chassin et al., 2002; Greenbaum et al., 2005). Another potential direction for future 
work would thus to use growth mixture modeling among larger samples in order to examine links 
between profiles of parenting in adolescence and multiple trajectories of AUD among young men.  
Conclusion 
Overall, the present study underscores the importance of examining the associations between 
retrospectively perceived parenting and AUD among young men by looking at patterns of styles and 
practices, rather than the individual influence of specific parental dimensions. Consistent with 
previous studies, the proximal influence of the family on the development of AUD among young men 
varies with the constellation of parental dimensions: a supportive parenting context appears the most 




effective when it coincides with rules and limits and a good communication between parents and 
adolescents. 
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Correlation matrix of items measuring parenting dimensions (N = 190) 
 
Involvement1 Involvement2 Structure1 Structure2 Knowledge1 
Involvement1 –     
Involvement2 .81*** –    
Structure1 .34*** .26*** –   
Structure2 .39*** .32*** .74*** –  
Knowledge1 .34*** .29*** .25*** .33*** – 
Knowledge2 .42*** .38*** .29*** .38*** .77*** 
*p < .05. **p < .01. ***p < .001





Descriptive Statistics and Correlations of Manifest Variables (N = 190) 
 n M (SD) Range 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
1. BL self-report AUD 178 2.33 (2.31) 0-12 – .72*** .59*** .50*** –.09 –.09 –.16* 
2. FU1 self-report AUD 179 2.53 (2.37) 0-12  – .62*** .53*** –.09 –.03 –.08 
3. FU2 self-report AUD 189 2.39 (2.36) 0-12   – .69*** –.19* –.05 –.07 
4. SADYSM self-report AUD 190 2.63 (2.22) 0-12    – –.19** –.10 –.12 
5. Involvement 190 4.36 (0.88) 1-51     – .37*** .40*** 
6. Structure 190 3.88 (0.95) 1-51      – .36*** 
7. Knowledge 190 4.05 (0.96) 1-51       – 
Note. AUD = alcohol use disorder; BL = baseline; FU1 = follow-up 1; FU2 = follow-up 2. 11 = almost never, 5 = almost always. 
*p < .05. **p < .01. ***p < .001.
Table 3 
Model Fit Statistics and Profile Distribution by Number of Latent Profiles 
Profile Log-likelihood AIC BIC SABIC BLRT p-value Entropy 
n per profile1 
1 2 3 
1 –765.74 1543.48 1562.97 1543.96 – – 190 (100) – – 
2 –711.79 1443.58 1476.05 1444.37 .010 .87 34 (18) 156 (82) – 
3 –696.77 1421.55 1467.00 1422.66 .010 .83 26 (14) 33 (17) 131 (69) 
Note. The selected model is bolded. AIC = akaike information criteria; BIC = bayesian information criteria; SABIC = sample-size adjusted BIC; BLRT = 
bootstrapped likelihood ratio test. 1Percentages are reported under brackets.





Means (Standard Deviations) and Tests of Mean Differences for Continuous Indicator Variables by Profile of Parenting 
Variable 
Profile 
F-value Low Support  
(n = 26) 
Uninformed 
(n = 33) 
Optimal 
(n = 131) 
Involvement 2.62 (0.71)a 4.38 (0.50)b 4.69 (0.50)c 233.4*** 
Structure 3.12 (1.04)a 3.47 (0.92)a 4.14 (0.81)b 38.83*** 
Knowledge 3.21 (0.80)a 2.70 (0.65)b 4.56 (0.50)c 154.00*** 
Note. Means with different alphabetic superscripts within a row significantly differ at p < .01 (post hoc comparisons using Tukey’s test). 
*p < .05. **p < .01. ***p < .001.
Table 5 
Parameter Estimates for Latent Growth Curve Models of AUD 
 Model 1a Model 2b Model 3c 
Intercept    
 Estimate 2.30*** 2.07*** 2.10*** 
 Variance 4.26*** 4.16*** 4.16*** 
Slope    
 Estimate 0.06 0.29** 0.04 
 Variance 0.10*** 0.09*** 0.09*** 
Covariance intercept-slope –.31*** –.30*** –.30*** 
Intercept on profile    
 Uninformed vs. Low Support – 1.10 – 
 Optimal vs. Low Support – 0.03 – 
 Low Support vs. Optimal – – –0.03 
 Uninformed vs. Optimal – – 1.06* 
Slope on profile    
 Uninformed vs. Low Support – –0.35** – 
 Optimal vs. Low Support – –0.25** – 
 Low Support vs. Optimal – – 0.25** 
 Uninformed vs. Optimal – – –0.10 
Note. aUnconditional linear growth curve (without predictor). bConditional linear growth curve with 
parenting profile membership as predictor of intercept and slope means (reference group = Low 
Support). cConditional linear growth curve with parenting profile membership as predictor of intercept 
and slope means (reference group = Optimal). 
*p < .05.  **p < .01. ***p < .001. 
 
 
Figure 1. Average changes in participants’ AUD score by parenting profiles (1 = Low Support, 2 = Uninformed, 3 = Optimal). 
